Following a suggestion of Starostin
1 This essay uses the Library of Congress system for transliterating Tibetan with the exception that the letter འ is transliterated as 'ḫ' rather than with an apostrophe and I use 'č' and 'ǰ' rather than 'c' and 'j' . The Library of Congress system is used for Burmese also, with the exception that heavy and creaky tones are transliterated as ḥ and ʔ rather than ʺ and ʹ. Old Burmese is cited when available, otherwise an Old Burmese equivalent of Written Burmese words is reconstructed; Hill (2012a Hill ( : 67-67, 2012b presents the sound changes necessary for doing Chinese (Karlgren 1933 : 19-37, Schuessler 1974 ; most researchers change his *-r to *-j and extend its occurrence (Schuessler 2009: 25) . Many scholars operate with systems that have *-n and *-j (e.g. Gong 2002 Gong [1995 , Schuessler 2007 Schuessler , 2009 , but Starostin (1989) further proposes to distinguish *-r, yielding systems with *-n, *-j, and *-r as distinct finals. Starostin proposes *-r for 諧聲 xiéshēng series with Middle Chinese readings that mix final -n and final -j (1989: 399-407), e.g. 斤 kjɨn (0443a) and 肵 gjɨj (0443n). The explanation for such series is that the dominant dialect of Old Chinese changed *-r into -n, but an eastern dialect instead changed *-r to -j (Baxter & Sagart in press) . A mixed series combines readings inherited from the dominant dialect and borrowing from an eastern dialect. At time both types of readings are available for a single character, e.g. 敦 twoj, twon (0464p). Because no circumstances require that an eastern borrowing with final -j be brought into every series with inherited *r, any unmixed -n series might have originally been an *-r series; this is especially true of short series, where the probability of the intrusion of -j into an -n series is low, simply because the number of characters in the series is low.2
In addition to the evidence of mixed -n and -j 諧聲 xiéshēng series, Baxter & Sagart rely on Chinese transcriptions of foreign words, and rhyme evidence as support for the reconstruction of *-r (cf. Baxter & Sagart in press ). Baxter & Sagart employ brackets to index segments for which the evidence available to them does not permit unambiguous reconstruction (cf. Sagart & Baxter 2009: 227 note 6, Baxter & Sagart in press ). Thus, a reconstruction *ban means that they have no reason to posit final *-r and a reconstruction *bar means that they have good reason to reconstruct *-r, but a reconstruction *ba[n] means that both *-n and *-r are possible reconstructions, and a reconstruction *ba[r] also so. For Chinese I provide the character followed by Baxter's Middle Chinese (1992) , an Old Chinese reconstruction taken from or compatible with the current version of Baxter & Sagart's system (2011) , and the character number in Karlgren (1964 Karlgren ( [1957 ). Like in Baxter's own recent work, for Middle Chinese I use 'ae' and 'ea' in place of his original 'ae' and 'ɛ' . I do not however following him in changing 'ɨ' to '+' . Old Chinese reconstructions lacking in Baxter & Sagart (2011) I reconstruct myself, often relying on Schuessler (2009) ; my reconstructions are preceded by # rather than *. I omit features of Baxter and Sagart's system, such as pointed brackets, intended only to exhibit morphological structure. For Tibetan verbs that undergo stem alternation I cite only the verbal root and the present stem; if the verb exhibits voicing alternation I favour the voiceless form (cf. Hill 2010 Hill , 2014 . I would like to thank the British Academy for support during the writing of this paper and to thank Laurent Sagart whose comments on Hill (2012b) inspired this contribution. 2 It is also possible for an unmixed -j series to originate as an *-r series, e.g. the series built on 眉 mij (0567a). However, this circumstance is rare since -n is the dominant reflex of *-r.
means that both *-n and *-r are possible reconstructions. It appears that the system of Baxter & Sagart permits two ways of expressing "could be *-r or -*n", although I am unaware of them specifically stating so, one must conclude that in their system *[-r] means "is probably *-r but could be *-n", whereas *[-n] means "is probably *-n but could be *r". Thus, in their reconstructions the certainty by which a final is reconstructed as *-r divides into four grades: (1) *-r, (2)
Baxter & Sagart have not presented their reasoning for *-r versus *-n in detail for each word. In the absence of this discussion, for present purposes it is convenient to predict that in those cases where Baxter & Sagart allow both *-r and *-n as possible (whether this is symbolized as *[n] or *[r]) future scholarship will find grounds internal to Chinese to reconstruct *-r in those cases where it facilitates comparison to Tibetan. Consequently, I hereafter write as *-{r} an *-[n] in the system of Baxter & Sagart that compares well with Tibetan -r and -l. I thus distinguish *-[r] 'is probably *-r but could be *-n (according to Baxter & Sagart) ' , *-{r} 'is probably *-n but could be *-r (according to Baxter & Sagart) and compares well with Tibetan -r or -l' , and *-[n] 'is probably *-n but could be *-r (according to Baxter & Sagart) and does not compare well with Tibetan -r or -l' . In my presentation the certainty with which final *-r is posited in Old Chinese has five grades, varying from most certain to least certain as follows: (1) (5) *-n / *-j. This change of notation in no way undermines or contradicts the reconstructions proposed by Baxter & Sagart, but instead merely makes explicit that in writing *[n] they allow for *-r as a possible reconstruction; the notational change is a convenience for the reader's eye. Benedict (1972: 172-173) , Schuessler (1974 Schuessler ( , 2007 , Unger (1986), and LaPolla (1994) all take up the question of Chinese cognates of Tibetan -r and -l but these contributions use Old Chinese reconstructions that fail to recognize final *-r as distinct from *-n and *-j. Gong (1993) reconstructs *-r and *-l in (Pre-)Old Chinese on the basis of comparisons with Tibetan, effectively taking Tibetan as original for any correspondence of Tibetan -n, -r, and -l to Old Chinese *-n, *-r (not equivalent to Starostin's *-r), and *-d. Gong proposes an unconditioned split of (Pre-)Old Chinese *-l to (later) Old Chinese *-n, *-d, and *-r. Starostin (1996) compares Trans-Himalayan *-r in his reconstruction with final -r in Caucasian languages, but he does not explicitly state the correspondences among Chinese, Tibetan, and Burmese. No previous research catalogues the correspondences of resonant finals among Old Chinese, Tibetan, and Burmese while incorporating Starostin's proposal for *-r in Old Chinese.
Using the reconstructions of Baxter & Sagart (2011) , which incorporate Starotin's suggestion for a distinct final *-r, this paper classifies the correspondenc- es in Tibetan and Burmese of Chinese cognates ending in *-n, *-r, and *-j. I take as a starting point the cognates proposed in Gong (2002 Gong ( [1995 ), to which I add a few words from Schuessler (1974) , from a collection of potential cognates that Laurent Sagart kindly supplied me with, and from the suggestions of the two anonymous referees of this article.
If Old Chinese has *-n, *-r, and *-j whereas Tibetan has -n, -r, and -l, the most obvious hypothesis to account for the origins of these finals is that both languages inherited *-n and *-r and that Tibetan -l corresponds to Chinese *-j, with Tibetan reflecting the original value (cf. Table 1 ).3 Table 1 Expected correspondences between Chinese -n, -r, -j and Tibetan -n, -r, and -l Correspondence number Old Chinese Tibetan Reconstruction
There is a certain amount of data that confirms this supposition. Examples with the main vowel *-a-are treated first, because this vowel correspondence is straightforward and the examples relatively plentiful. 
The three anticipated correspondences of Table 1 by no means exhaust the relevant comparanda between Chinese and Tibetan. In a further correspondence, a healthy number of examples show *-r in Chinese against -l in Tibetan. 6 Gong instead compares Chi. 焚 bjun < # bən (0474a) 'burn' (2002[1995] : 106). 7 A reviewer instead suggests comparing 澗 kaenH < *[k]ˤra{r}-s (0191i) 'stream in a ravine' , which would make this an instance of correspondence 4. 
The segment to be reconstructed for correspondence 5 is not obvious; for the time being *-rl serves as a convenient index for this correspondence (cf. 
The discussion so far has not included Burmese examples that end with -y. As one might anticipate, Burmese final -ay corresponds to Chinese final *-aj (cf. Schuessler 1974: 85-86) . When a Tibetan cognate is available it lacks an Auslaut consonant.
6. Chi. *aj :: Bur. -ay 32. Chi. 沙 srae < *sˤraj (0016a) 'sand' , Tib. ས་ sa 'earth' , Bur. သဲ sai 'sand' 33. Chi. 籬 lje < # raj (0023g) 'hedge' , Tib. ར་ ra 'courtyard' 34. Chi. 羅 la < *rˤaj (0006a) 'a kind of net' , Tib. དྲ་ dra 'net' , Tib. རྒྱ་ rgya < *rja (Li's law) 'net, trap' . 35. Chi. 波 pa < # pˤaj (0025l) 'wave' , Tib. དབའ་ dbaḫ 'wave'9 36. Chi. 詖 pje < *p(r)aj (0025h) 'one-sided, insincere words' , Tib. ཕྲ་མོ་ phra-mo 'slander' 37. Chi. 俄 nga < *ŋˤaj (0002h) 'slanting' , Bur. ငဲ ့ ṅaiʔ 'be inclined on one side' 38. Chi. 嘉 kae < *kˤraj (0015g) 'excellent' , Bur. ကဲ kai 'overdo, exceed' 39. Chi. 攲 kje < *kraj (0001d') 'slanting' , 掎 kjeX < krajʔ (0001y) 'pull aside' Bur. ကယ္ kay 'be distended' In some examples Tibetan has the vowel -e-instead of -a-.10 43. Chi. 移 ye < *laj (0003q) 'move (v.)' , Tib. རྗེ་ rǰe 'exchange' , Bur. လဲ lai 'change, exchange' 44. Chi. 多 ta < *[t-l]ˤaj (0003a) 'many' , Tib. ཆེ་ čhe 'great' , Tib. མཐེ་བོ་ mthe-bo 'thumb' , Bur. တယ္ tay 'very' (intensive) 45. Chi. 靡 mje < *majʔ (0017h) 'not' , Tib. མྱེད་ myed 'not exist' 46. Chi. 魑 trhje < *r̥ aj (0023b) 'demon' , Tib. འདྲེ་ ḫdre < *ḫre 'demon' 47. Chi. 我 ngaX < *ŋˁajʔ (0002a) 'I, we' , Tib. ངེད་ ṅed 'we' Matisoff suggests that Tibetan underwent the change *-aj > -e and presents cognate set 43 in favour of this proposal (2003: 202, 205 ). This suggestion however does not explain the -a-vowel in Tibetan in examples 32-36.
The Tibetan cognate རྔོད་ rṅod in example 48 has the vowel -o-, arising through Laufer's law (cf. Hill 2011 Hill : 451-452, 2013b ); this sound change obscures whether the original vowel was *a or *e.11 48. Chi. 偽 ngjweH < *N-ɢʷajs (0027k) 'false, cheat' , Tib. རྔོད་ rṅod < *rṅʷat / *rṅʷet 'deceive'
The inclusion of correspondence 6 in the table of correspondences (cf. Table  4 ) brings to completion treatment of cognates in Tibetan and Burmese of Old Chinese words with finals *-n, *-j, and *-r and the main vowel *-a-.
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There is one apparent example where Chinese *-aj corresponds to -i-in Burmese (Chi. 燬 xjweX < # m̥ ajʔ 'fire' [18-19/0356b ], OTib. མྱེ་ mye 'fire' , Bur. မီ း mīḥ 'fire'), however because there are more examples of Chinese *əj corresponding to , it is probably better to take Chi.
xjwɨjX < *m̥ əjʔ (0583e) 'burn' as the relevant cognate, and to explain the ablaut seen in the two words Chi. 燬 xjweX < # m̥ ajʔ 'fire' (18-19/0356b) and Chi. xjwɨjX < *m̥ əjʔ (0583e) as a problem internal to Chinese historical phonology. In the Sinological literature an Old Tibetan word *smye 'fire' is sometimes drawn into this comparison, but no such word exists (cf. Hill 2013c 
Vowels other than 'a' exhibit the same six correspondences, and confirm the predicted Burmese outcome -n for correspondence 1. However, there are three complications. First, although Tibetan and Burmese generally appear to have changed *-e-to -a-before dentals, -r, and -l (Hill 2012: 11-13, e.g. 46, 53) , in several cases Tibetan has -e-instead of -a- (67, 68) . Second, Old Chinese *-ə-corresponds to both -u-(e.g. 56, 57, 70-76, 83) and -a-(e.g. 64, 78, 79, 84) in Tibetan. Because in Old Chinese it is difficult to distinguish *-ən, *-ər, and *-əj from *-un, *-ur, and *-uj (Baxter 1992: 427-428, 550; Hill 2012b: 18-21) , it is likely that this complication is due to an incorrect reconstruction of the vowels in Old Chinese. Nevertheless, whether or not difficulty in establishing the Old Chinese reconstructions is responsible for the irregular correspondences one observes with Tibetan and Burmese is a matter that must be determined on a case by case basis and whether revisions of the Old Chinese reconstructions that would bring them into presumed alignment with Tibetan and Burmese would contradict reliable internal Chinese evidence is also a matter that must be determined on a case by case basis. Third, Burmese has final -y after the vowel -u-, where we expect zero (60, 61, 62, 76, and 77) . These five examples are the only cases of Burmese -y corresponding to a Tibetan final -l. This distribution suggests that *-l changed to *-y after the vowel -u-in Burmese, rather than being lost altogether as it is after other vowels. This explanation presumes an earlier Burmese merger of *-rl with *-l (making 76 and 77 examples of *ul). In sum, it is possible to postulate a series of sequential changes in the history of Burmese: *-rl > *-l, *ul > -uy, and *-l > Ø.12 12 Taking into account the vowel correspondences as well as final consonants, the change *-ow > -u in Burmese (cf. Hill 2012a : 77, 2012b : 31) must precede *ul > uy. Otherwise, WBur. ထ��ေ း thweḥ < OBur. *thuyḥ < *thulḥ < *thowlḥ 'spittle' (example 60) and WBur. ထက � krwe < OBur. *kruy < *krul < *krowl 'shell' (example 62), would instead yield *thowlḥ > *thowḥ > *thūḥ and *krowl > *krow > *kru respectively. 
There are no examples of Chinese *-on corresponding to Tibetan -on. 14 It may be archaeologically inappropriate to suppose the speakers of the Ursprache knew this metal, but Gong suggests that they are cognate (2002[1995] : 106), and they match the final correspondence. 15
The vowel correspondences in 57 and 58 are irregular; it is perhaps for this reason that Jacques rejects 58 (2013: 295 note 7). 16
There is no case of Chinese *-ej corresponding to Tibetan -al. For the possibility that Old Chinese *ej corresponds to -i-in Tibetan and Burmese confer Hill (2012b: 14) . 17
A reviewer instead suggests comparing Tib. མཐི ལ་ mthil 'bottom, base' with Chi. 殿 tenH < *tˤə[n]-s ' 'rear (building, army unit)' , but such a comparison makes the vowels irregular.
82. Chi. 挫 tswaH < *tsˤoj(ʔ)s (0012c) 'push down' , WBur. စ�ေ ဲ cwai < *co₁i 'attach, stick to, hold' 83. Chi. 微 mjɨj < *məj (0584d) 'small, minute' , WBur. ထမ�ေ ့ mweʔ < *muyʔ 'minute' 84. Chi. 幾 kjɨjX < *kəjʔ (0547a) 'few; how many' , Tib. འགའ་ ḫgaḫ 'some'22
It is not always possible to confidently assign a cognate set to one of these five correspondences.
In example 85, the Chinese word 䫀 konX < # [k]ˤə{r}ʔ (0416-) 'neck' participates in correspondence 5, if one compares it to Tibetan མགུལ་ mgul 'neck' , but it participates in correspondence 2 if it is instead compared with Tibetan མགུར་ mgur 'neck' . The variation between Tibetan -l and -r in this pair or words awaits explanation (cf. footnote 8).
In examples The Chinese words 燬 xjweX < # m̥ ajʔ 'fire' (0356b) notwithstanding (cf. footnote 10 above), the divergent treatment of *aj and *əj in Burmese, yielding -ay 22 If we presume (contra Hill 2005 (contra Hill : 115-118, 2009 (contra Hill : 129-131, 2011 that -ḫ in this word was used as a mater lectionis and was not segmentally pronounced. and -i respectively, shows that *-a-and *-ə-were separate vowels at one point in the history of this language. Consequently, the generally observed merger of *-a-and *-ə-in Burmese and Tibetan is not a shared innovation, but rather reflects independent changes in the two languages (contra Handel 2008: 431) .23 Table 5 summarizes the correspondences among Chinese, Tibetan, and Burmese elaborated so far. Table 5 Summary of correspondences
Correspondence number
Old Chinese Tibetan Burmese Reconstruction
In a further two correspondences, Chinese has *-n, where the correspondences presented so far predict *-r. At least four explanations are available to explain such examples: 1. One language is innovative in a way that is not yet understood. 2. Baxter & Sagart are mistaken to reconstruct *-n rather than for Old Chinese *-r in these cases. 3. These words are not cognate but merely lookalike. 4. These correspondences require that additional Auslaute (such as *-rn or *-rl) be reconstructed for the Trans-Himalayan proto-language. It is not within my power to adjudicate among these four possibilities at this time. In the case where there is a Burmese cognate available to compare with a Chinese *-n corresponding with Tibetan -l, rather than the -Ø or -y that the correspondence 5 of Table 5 suggests, the Burmese cognate has a final -n.
104. Chi. 倌 kwaenH < # krˤons (0157l) 'servant, groom' , Tib. ཁོལ་ khol 'servant' , OBur. ထက� ာန္ kyo₁n 'slave'
The coincidence of *-n in Chinese and -n in Burmese weighs in favour of reconstructing *-n in the proto-language. One may either suggest that Tibetan changed *-n to -l in 104, under a conditioning environment that has yet to be identified, or with the Old Turkic word qul 'slave' in mind, it might be a mistake to attribute the Tibetan word the status of a cognate.
Apart from those cases where Chinese shows *-n where one expects *-r, there are also cases where Chinese shows *-r where one expects *-n. The same four explanations are available for such cases, and again I am unable to adjudicate among them at this time.
1a. Chi. *-r :: Tib. -n :: Bur. -n 105. Chi. 鑽 tswan < *[ts]ˤor (0153h) 'perforate, penetrate' , 鐫 tsjwen < *tson (0235c) 'chisel, sharp point' , Tib. མཚོན་ mtshon 'weapon' 106. Chi. 糞 pjunH < *p[u]rs (0472a) 'manure, dirt' , Tib. བྲུན་ brun 'dirt, dung, excrement' Table 6 summarizes the correspondences identified in this study. The findings of this investigation are tentative and require further confirmation. In particular, a full study of final *-r in Old Chinese, making use of the Min dialects and early Han dynasty Buddhist transcriptions of Indic words, is a prerequisite for further progress. The pilot study of Harrison & Coblin (2012) points the way to how the study of Han dynasty Buddhist transcriptions may proceed.
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The vowel correspondence is irregular. 25 Matisoff (2003: 443-453 ) discusses possible instances of a suffix -n in a number of Trans-Himalayan languages including Old Chinese. Proposed sound changes Burmese *rl > *l *əj > i *ow > u (cf. footnote 12 above) *ul > uy *-l, *-r > Ø Tibetan *-aj > e (with uncertain conditioning) *-əj > e (with uncertain conditioning) *-rl > -l *-j > Ø Chinese *-rl > -r
